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NOTE ON TACITUS, AGRICOLA, 46

Admiratione te potius immortalibus laudi-
bus et, si natura suppeditet, similitudine
decoramus.

So read A, B, and the Toletan (though T
may have decorenms with Orsini). Furneaux,
following Muret, reads colamus for decora-
mus ; Prof. Gudeman has proposed te colamus,
deleting the previous te (and I had followed
him).

But whether we choose decoramus or
decorenms the MSS. are certainly right in
the word. The language here is a direct
allusion to Ennius' nemo me lacrumis
decoret, and any Roman I think, at least any
Roman familiar with Cicero's de Senectute
(ch. 20), would have expected the word,
especially as we have echoes of Cicero's own
language in the words lamentis, lugere,
immortalis.

The whole chapter 46 is, as Prof. Gudeman

ghoulishly indeed but with some truth has
said, ' a veritable mosaic of stereotype
ideas'; we have more of the tone of the de
Senectute (chs. 21 and 22) at the beginning;
and to the other passages quoted by the
commentators might be added the words of
Horace Ep. II. i. 247-9,

nee magis expressi uultus per aenea signa
quam per uatis opus mores animique uirorum
clarorum apparent,

which Tacitus seems to have had ' at the
back of his mind ' when he wrote in § 3 non
quia intercedendum putem imaginibus quae
marmore out aere finguntur, sed ut uultus
hominum, ita simulacra uultus imbedlla ac
mortalia sunt, forma mentis aeterna, quam
tenere et exprimere non per alienam materiam
et artem, sed tuis ipse moribus possis.

W. C. F. WALTERS.

REVIEWS.

JACOBY'S MARMOR PARIUM.

Das Marmor Parium. Herausgegeben und
erkl'art von FELIX JACOBY. Berlin:
Weidmannsche Buchhandlung, 1904. 8vo.
Pp. xviii + 210. Mit drei Beilagen. M. 7.

AT last we have an adequate edition of the
Parian Marble in octavo form and alone!
If Dr. Jacoby had merely republished the
work of his predecessors in this convenient
little volume, he would have deserved the
thanks of scholars. But he has given us
much more than that, and his own contri-
bution to the study of the document is no
less solid and valuable because it more often
shows itself in compilation and criticism
than in divination and conjecture. Mutilated
and corrupted in text, of uncertain purpose
and origin, arbitrary in scope and method,
sometimes without parallel, often unorthodox,
ranging in subject over the whole of Greek
history and literature down to the third
century B.C., the Parian Chronicle confronts
its editor with problems of the utmost
difficulty and variety. No edition can ever
be final, but Dr. Jacoby has done his work
well and carefully, and substantially fur-

thered the interpretation of many obscure

The book contains (1) a brief, perhaps too
brief, introduction dealing with the Marble
and its history, the chief editions, and the
authorities which the Chronicler may have
used; (2) a revised text with apparatus
criticus and catalogue of restorations pro-
posed by various scholars ; (3) an ample
commentary; (4) a chronological canon in
which the dates are discussed and compared
with others; (5) an index of names; (6)
transcripts, drawn from- the best available
sources, of the three parts into which fate
has divided the inscription.

Dr. Jacoby is little interested (it would
seem) in the earlier interpreters of the
Marble, whose achievements are quite over-
shadowed by the mighty work of Boeckh. Le
Paulmier wins from him a somewhat ambi-
guous compliment. But Selden, whom
Boeckh hailed as vir magnus, meets with
scant justice. Surely it shows some lack of
historic sense to treat his amateur essay in
epigraphy as if it were the work of a modern
expert, and one cannot but regret that the
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latest editor persists in counting his dots
while proclaiming the futility of the enumer-
ation. Selden probably did not count them,
at all events beyond three or four, and it
would be more reasonable to measure his
gaps, but any one who has bad experience
of compositors, even in establishments accus-
tomed to the printing of inscriptions, must
be aware that it is almost impossible, how-
ever many proofs are corrected, to get a text
rightly spaced. Nor will anyone who thinks
himself back into Selden's place, confronted
with a worn irregular script under a London
sky, without practice or such aids as cross-
ruled paper, be surprised that he made
mistakes in his copy. So, too, it is scarcely
fair to reproach Prideaux and Chandler for
neglect of the evidence of the stone. One
has to picture it built into a shady wall,
or buried in the gloomy basement of the old
Schools at Oxford, and then conjecture how
much could be seen on i t ! Even now in the
sunk court, where the University is con-
strained by lack of space to stow its inscrip-
tions, it is difficult by the diffused top light
from the north to read anything but the
obvious.

A fuller account would have been welcome
of the editor's critical methods, for which
he is content to refer us elsewhere {Rhein.
Mus. lix). One principle which he has
applied more thoroughly than any of his
predecessors, and often with useful results,
is the approximate equality of adjacent
lines in number of letters. But it must be
remembered that the value of this test is
mainly negative. I t may be used to refute
restorations which are too long, but cannot
tell us what to supply in a gap. Dr. Jacoby
has sometimes been tempted into padding
out a restoration with irrelevant details
simply in order to fill his line.

The editor wisely allows great critical
weight to the usages of the document, its
forms of expression and arrangement.
But even he occasionally offends against
his own canons—e.g. in discussing the
desperate passage in Ep. 17 he contem-
plates the possibility of the letters A (£> o Y
being a repetition of the. opening formula
a<j> ov. But although d?ro with a sub-
stantive may be followed by "another dvo
with a substantive or by acf> ov with a
verb (e.g. B. Ep. 12), d<£' ov never recurs
after a<t>' ov. Nor can the alternative sug-
gestion that A(|>OY may be a corruption of
AoY aQd the sentence have run somehow
like a<j> ov ev 'EXeixrtvt 6 yv/x.viKos [dywv
iytvero KCU f) TOO vjaov [xadiiSpiKris] be

admitted, for the normal word would be
iriOrj, not iyevtro, and the Chronicler (if he
used the word yaos at all) would have
written K<U O vaos ISpvOrj, cf. Ep. 4.

A very valuable feature of the edition is
the list of parallel passages prefixed to the
notes on each Epoch. Some of these pas-
sages are, to be sure, rather remotely con-
nected with the particular matter in ques-
tion, but over-completeness is a fault on thfr
right side. Many of the most difficult
problems in the criticism of the text are
concerned with the relative importance to
be attached to orthodox tradition on the one
hand* and to the readings, especially Selden's
readings, of the insci'iption on the other.
Dr. Jacoby is on the whole scrupulous, even
superstitious, about orthodoxy. Thus he
rejects rbv dySiva from Ep. 6, and
©AIAYAHT from Ep. 34, because he
cannot bring them into harmony with the
tradition. But his boldest profession of
faith is his proposal, well worth making in
spite of its audacity, that the ancestors and
dates of Phidon and Archias ought to be
transposed, and Ep. 31 precede Ep. 30.
Similarly he will not hear of Le Paulmier's
ip napa[or]a<5t in Ep. 9, which is epigraphi-
cally convincing and supported by the
analogy of Iasos, but approves Boeckh's
iy. 7rapa[ir\o)]t, which is improbable in view
of Selden's express observation and difficult
to reconcile with his own remark ' nach
dem Marmor scheint es als ob die sechs
madchen als priesterinnen auf der insel
zuriickgeblieben sind.' In Ep. 42 YLpoio-ov
wro[wp])j(r[a]s [ijĵ afvio-ev] is outside the pale
of discussion in spite of the half-way house
offered by Bacchylides. In Ep. 8 \%irapro\
AaKoijvuctji kpao-iXevaav is to my mind postu-
lated by the context and adequately con-
firmed by external evidence, but it offends
against orthodox Dorian tradition, so Dr.
Jacoby resuscitates the Agenoridae and
Phoenicia. I t is the more surprising that he
will not admit UpoiriStov in Ep. 16, for
epigraphically it is quite on a par with
Boeckh's suggestion and has much better

• support in the authorities. In general,
however, the present reviewer has reason
to be grateful for Dr. Jacoby's remarks, and
readily admits that some of his criticisms
have converted him from error (e.g. on
Ep. 17 and Ep. 74). Among many' just
observations scattered through the book
may be quoted the notes on the restoration
of Epp. 10, 14, 25, and 34.

It is perhaps in the ' higher criticism' of
the document that the editor's treatment is



THE CLASSICAL REVIEW.

slightest and least satisfactory. He seems
sometimes to get out of touch with his
author. His interpretation strikes one here
and there as frigid and recondite, where the
chronicle is popular and superficial. He
attributes to the compiler too much anti-
quarian and mythological interest, whereas
his list of facts or subjects may have been
taken from any handbook of useful infor-
mation or guide to culture, and he is con-
cerned with the remote past less for its own
sake than as giving some account of the
origin of existing institutions and the like.
The speculations on the sources are not
convincing, the classification is too artificial,
and the' conclusions are hard to reconcile
with the editor's own restoration of the ,
first line of the Marble. The net result
amounts to little more than the suggestion,
worth consideration but capable of quite
simple statement, that the Chronicler may
have drawn upon Ephorus and Aristoxenus.
It is a temptation of Quellenhritik to be too
confident that we know all the possible
sources, but every fresh discovery shows
more clearly that the common stock of
classical tradition was less dependent on
particular works, and individual diversity
more frequent, than was supposed. There
is enough in the Marble itself that is unique
to warn "us how little we really know.

One cannot but wish that Dr. Jacoby had
given us some'general discussion of the chron-
ology. To those who are inclined to believe
that the received system is a comparatively
late reconstruction begun in the 4th century
B.C., still in progress when the Chronicler
wrote, and not finally accepted till long
after him (cf. Diels, Die Olympionikeiiliste

aus Oxyrhynchos, in Hermes xxxvi), the
variations of the Marble from chronological
orthodoxy are profoundly interesting. Are
they mere mistakes, or do they preserve
traces of rival versions, and indicate joints
and sutures in the fabric ? Are the prob-
lems as to the Pythiads for example, or the
Sicilian dates, or Melanippides, or Simonides,
ultimately chronological? Is the Athenian
archon-list of even the fifth century above
suspicion 1 I regret that Dr. Jacoby has
seen fit to retain the theory of the double

ycomputus, which seems to me scientifically
improbable and an easy evasion of a real
difficulty. I am surprised that he is naively
ready to admit an otherwise unrecorded
seizure of Delphi by the Phocians in 366/5
on the strength of Ep. 75, especially as the
variation in date is closely related to a well
known problem in the chronology of the
Spartan kings (cf. Ed. Meyer, Forschungen
ii. pp. 502-11).

Perhaps, however, these large questions
lay outside the scope of the edition, and
certainly Dr. Jacoby within his limits has
produced a thoroughly serviceable book.
Without detracting from its solid merits a
foreigner may be allowed to enter a mild
protest against a style so overloaded with
parenthesis, so careless of the art of com-
position, and so indifferent to capitals, stops,
and paragraphs, as to double his labour in read-
ing it. Misprints, moreover, are too abund-
ant, although not many of them are serious.
But it is a pity that so scholarly a work
should not have been turned out in better
forir..

J. A. It. MUNRO.

TWO ANTHOLOGIES.

Myths from Pindar. Chosen and Edited by
H. R. KING, M.A. Geo. Bell & Sons,
1904. Pp. xii + 96. 2s. 6d. net.

Florilegium Tironis Oraecum. Simple Pas-
sages for Greek Unseen Translation chosen
with a view to their Literary Interest.
By R. M. BURROWS and W. C. FLAMSTEAD
WALTERS. Pp. ix + 271. Macmillan & Co.,
1904. is. 6d

COMPULSORY Greek has been supposed to
narrow the intellect by concentrating it on
the minutiae of grammar and verbal accuracy.
To parody Newton's words, the schoolboy

or the passman is like a child picking up
unfulfilled conditions on the seashore, while
the great ocean of Greek literature lies all
undiscovered before him. It is to supplement
this deficiency that these two books have
been compiled.

Mr. King has produced an elegant book,
in which good paper and print, a rubric
margin, and full page illustrations combine
to please the eye. He has made a judicious
selection from an author who lends himself
readily to the process. If Pindar's words
are often <f><i>vdevra crvveroicnv, he g rows
comparatively easy when he comes to his
myth. It would be difficult to improve on


